Person-place models show that there are complex and multidimensional bonds between individuals and places. Since some of researchers believe that familiarity duration with a place is an effective factor for place bonding, there is almost no data to prove this hypothesis, and even it is not clear that how and why does time affect these bonds? In the present study, comments of Javaherdeh recreation area visitors were used in order to prove and describe the role of time in devoting sense of place. Questionnaire was the main tool used in this study. Content validity and Cronbach's alpha methods were used to determine validity and reliability of the questionnaire, respectively. The results showed that there are significant differences between people who had a special place and those who did not have a special place, based on visit characteristics including repeated visits, maintaining the bond, and duration of stay. Moreover, a significant difference was observed between familiarity of visitors and sense of place. In this study, the physical environment was considered important in the case of short-term familiarity with other places, while social relationships, homes, and ceremonies were considered important in the case of a longer-term familiarity. The results showed that a longer-term familiarity with a place converts the basis of physical attachment into social attachment. Furthermore, longer-term familiarity with a place will lead to a higher place attachment.
INTRODUCTION
The studies on places and their senses includes a variety of fields such as philosophy, literature, anthropology, geography, sociology, natural resources and architecture (Casey 1997; Caltbron 1998; Lowe and Altman 1992; Manzo 2005; Relph 1976; Tiger and Azal 1996; William and Stewart, 1998) . Although most people agree with that place and time are an important part of human life, but the effect of time on our relationship with place has been ignored. The present study investigated the effect of time on relationship of individuals with place. To this aim, perspectives of researchers such as Relph (1976) , Tuan (1977 ), William Peterson, (1994 were used in the present study, who believe that human is the creator of places. Human lives in the geographical space, once he gives it a personal meaning, he calls it "Place" (Casey 1997) . Relph (1976) , a human geographer, states that places are centers of actions and intentions which have special places in space and time. People focus on place and distinguish it from the surrounding environment, while it is a part of that environment. For years, concepts of the relationship between human and environment were studied, and the terms of place attachment (Lowe and Altman 1992; Williams et al. 1992) , sense of place (Kantril 1998; Hay 1998; Shamay 1991; Stedman 2002; Estelle 1981; Williams and Stewart, 1998) , place identity (Proshanski, Fabian and Kaminof 1983) , and place dependence (Stokelz, 1981; Schumacher, 1983) have been widely used. Sense of place is a term containing meaning of all our relations with places. Place attachment deals with effective relations of human with place including "Place identity" and "Place dependence" (Farnam, Hall and Krueger 2005) . Place dependence in addition to being a measure of the individual dependence to the place, it also contains emotional and symbolic senses that people give to places. The present study focused on these senses. Several studies indicate that the bonds between individuals and places are complex and multidimensional, so that they cannot be easily classified (Bricker and Kerstetter, 2000; Gastafon, 2001; Hay, 1998; Manzo, 2005; Smaldon, Harris and Sanya 2005; Lowe and Altman 1992) . These studies showed that in addition to senses, there are various trends that cause place attachment. Several studies have been conducted on the sense of place increasing trends including personal, social, cultural and even biological trends (Farnam et al., 2005; Galliano and Lovifler, 1999; Hay, 1998; Lowe & Altman, 1992) . Time spent in a place is one of the important factors in these studies. Researchers and authors (Lowe, 1992; Moore and Graefe, 1994; Relph, 1976; Tuan, 1977) believe that the time spent and growing experience in a place create deeper senses and emotional bond between individual and place. However, there are a few studies in this area. The present study increases our understanding about why and how time affects visitors and local residents bonds to the mentioned places.
AN OVERVIEW OF CONCEPTS OF PLACE ATTACHMENT
Place attachment as an emotional bond to place is usually the result of a long-term relationship with the place (Lowe & Altman, 1992; Moore and Graefe, 1994; Relph, 1976; Tuan, 1977) . This is different from individual interest in place due to its beauty. Because beauty of a place is a simple aesthetic reaction. For example, a person can have emotional reaction to ugly and beautiful places, but this feeling can be superficial and fleeting. Schroeder 1991 calls this distinction "Sense against taste". He states that sense is our thoughts, feelings, memories and interpretations toward a vision, while taste is our interest rate in an outlook compared to another one. According to Schroeder, long-term bond of individual to the place is a key factor for a significant, deep and lasting emotional attachment. This study described two main dimensions of place attachment namely identity and place dependence. Place dependence was examined using Scoles and Schumacher (1981) model, in which it is defined as an understanding of amount of the individual visits. Place dependence depends on two factors: 1) Performance of the place in meeting needs or a specific function; 2) Its relative quality compared to other places. So place dependence is the practical dimension of place attachment. Scoles and Schumacher (1981) stated that commuting duration plays an important role in place attachment. They believed that duration and frequency are the objective features of visits. Duration refers to time period of the individual familiarity with the place and frequency refers to the number of the individual visits. The concept of place identity was first described in a framework by Proshansky, et al. (1983) . They stated that this framework shows us understandings of the physical world including a mix of the following items: Memories, thoughts, feelings, attitudes, values, preferences, senses and concepts of behavior and experience, etc. "The individual past environment" takes place in the center of the understanding of the physical environment, that is the past including places, spaces and features and leads to meet the biological, psychological, social and cultural aspirations. Karpla (1989) believes that place identity results from self-regulation of an active environment, while emotional attachments take place in the center of place identity. Therefore, place identity is the more emotional and symbolic dimension of place attachment which has been formed and strengthened over time (Williams et al., 1992) . Bricker and Kerstetter (2000) carried out studies on place attachment and recreation expertise amongst Whitewater re-creators and introduced the third dimension of place attachment namely "Life style". Hammitt, Backlund, and Bixler (2006) tested and examined the five-dimensional model of place constraint model. This new model includes previous concepts of place identity and place dependence, but dimensions of place familiarity, belonging, and rootedness have also been added. Place familiarity (The initial stage of communications, duration of residence, memories), and rootedness (Deep relationship, repair pedigree, long-term characterizations) represent aspects of temporary connection with the place. Relph (1976) and Tuan (1977) believe that place attachment requires long-term connection and involvement with the place. Sociologist also state that long-term residence increases sense of attachment, so that a part of it is achieved through familiarity, the number of important events over time and most importantly through social relationships (Brown and Perkins, 1992 , Gerson et al., 1977 , our 1992 Lalli 1992 , Taylor et al. 1985 . Furthermore, this connection with place constantly increases over time with ongoing events stabilizing human-environment bond (Brown and Perkins, 1992) .
PLACE ATTACHMENT, STUDY OF RECREATION AREAS, TIME
A small number of studies have pointed to the role of time in place attachment and sense of place. Moore and Graefe (1994) studied place attachment, place identity, and place dependence in the case of recreation areas. They found that longer-term familiarity, visit frequency, or using the shortest route increases sense of space. They considered differences in formation ways of these attachments and stated that place dependence grows rapidly but place identity needs more time (Moore and Graefe, 1994) . Some other quantitative studies obtained a similar correlation between place attachment and various criteria of familiarity duration (Hammitt et al., 2006; Kaltenborn, 1998; Patterson and Williams, 1991; Vokinn and Riese, 2001) . However, other studies found a poor correlation between attachment and past experiences (Backlund and Williams, 2004; Kaltenborn and Williams, 2002; Stedman, 2000) . Qualitative studies revealed the correlation between time and place attachment. For instance, Mitchell et al. (1993) studied on those who went to the United States National Forest for recreation using qualitative methods and found differences between emotional and practical attachment (Moore and Graefe, 1994) . Mitchell et al. (1993) split place users into two groups: 1) Attached 2) Users. Considering familiarity duration, they found that all the people in the attached group visited a place frequently, while in the users group only one person visited the place frequently. This result suggests that although time is an important factor but it is not the only factor in the formation of place emotional bond. Other qualitative studies have pointed to the importance of time in the formation of place attachment (Brooks et al. 2006; Hay, 1998; Manzo, 2005; Smaldone et al., 2005) .
CHANGES IN PLACE MEANINGS OVER TIME
Some of the conducted studies distinguished between uniqueness of a place for the individual and the individual attachment to the place and its senses (Bricker & Kerstetter, 2002; Davenport & Anderson 2005) . Stedman (2003) stated that place attachment is different from sense of place and the reason of attachment. Although the individual place attachment is somehow based on sense of place, but they should be studies separately. Some researchers believe that sense of place is affected by the individual familiarity duration (Brandenburg & Carroll, 1995; Cantrill & Senecah, 2000; Hay, 1998; Kitayama & Markus, 1994) . For example, according to Kitayama and Markus (1994) : "Sense of place is changed over time, because importance of various features is changed with the experience of a place. They state that the bond of those who visit a place for the first time is based on environmental features, but the bond of those who visit the place more, is based on social relationships. Cantrill (1998) found evidence for this hypothesis in his studies on residents of Michigan. Respondents who lived less than 15 years there, when describing sense of place, emphasized on the features of the natural environment, but those who lived longer in this place, considered social relationships. Cantrill & Senecah (2000) stated that: "If a person lives in a place for a long time, when describing his/her surrounding environment, he/she refers to social forces such as interpersonal relationships, not environmental conditions.
STUDY PURPOSE
Some studies showed that duration of familiarity with a place plays an important role in attachment, but they did not explain that why and how? (Kaltenborn, 1998; Moore & Graefe, 1994; Patterson & Williams, 1991; Vokinn & Riese, 2001 ).
In the present study, quantitative methods were used to prove and describe the role of time and experience in developing sense of place.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Based on the previous studies, the following key questions were considered: 1-Does familiarity duration affect sense of place? Is it correct that people who are connected to a place for a longer time, when describing the place, emphasize on emotional and social senses in comparison to those who are connected to a place for a shorter time? 2-On the contrary, whether those who are familiar with a place for a shorter time refer to physical conditions and activity senses? 3-Do senses of place change over time and if so, how does this change occur?
METHODOLOGY CASE STUDY
Jvaherdeh, Ramsar located in the northwest of Mazandaran province, Iran was selected as the case study. This area, as a recreation area has approximately 150,000 tourists that most of them visit the area in the summer (Dena Information Network, 2014) . Javaherdeh is a mountainous area with entertainments including hiking, walking and other leisure that are done outdoor. This place economy is based on tourism revenue.
DATA COLLECTION METHOD
Library and field data were used in the present study. So that, theoretical foundations and applied research were obtained through documentary and library study, and data related to the population were collected through field study or survey.
STATISTICAL POPULATION
In the present study, statistical population consisted of Javaherdeh visitors (First time visitors, and second time visitors). Due to vast population and limited time, inductive reasoning (samples and sampling) was used to identify the population (Habibpour et al., 2012) . The random sampling method was used in this study. Cochran formula was used to determine the sample size (Habibpour et al., 2012) and the sample size of 732 was calculated. According to the peak of tourists in Javaherdeh during July, August and September, sampling was conducted in these months of 2014.
DATA COLLECTION TOOLS
Questionnaire was the main tool used in this study. The questionnaire was designed based on the research objectives and questions. The multi-item Likert scale was used to measure attitudes. Content validity and Cronbach's alpha methods were used to determine validity (Tabibi, 2009 ) and reliability (Habibpour et al. 2012 ) of the questionnaire, respectively. The standardized alpha was calculated equal to 0.879 which indicates that 30 items of place attachment index have high inter-rater reliability to measure this index. Questionnaire was used to collect data on connection duration of Javaherdeh visitors. Questions were based on frequency and maintaining this connection (Stokelz & Schumacher, 1981) including: (1) Duration of stay (in hours or days) in Javaherdeh, (2) Number of visits, and (3) Number of years that they visited Javaherdeh. In this questionnaire, respondents were asked whether there is a special place in this national park attracting their attention or not. If they said "Yes", they should name up to 3 special places and describe that why these places are special and how much time they spent in these places. Using these open ended questions, depth of senses can be achieved, because this type of research included various responses to identify experiences of Javaherdeh visitors (Eisenhauer, 2000) . The other open ended question asked all the respondents to name other special places that they know. This question had two purposes. Firstly, maybe some visitors do not have a special place in Javaherdeh; and secondly, it was possible to compare familiarity duration of special places in Javaherdeh with familiarity duration of places out of there based on senses of place. Therefore, respondents were asked whether they know a special place in Javaherdeh, if so, list 3 of these places and describe that why these places are special and how much time they spent there. Estimated time for Javaherdeh and other places determined and classified familiarity duration:
1-Low: One visit or visit for a short time for example, less than one day.
2-
Moderate: Two to four visits or spending one or more days in the place. 3-High: More than five times or spending weeks or years in in the place.
This sequence determined frequency and continuous of these relationships and is also the simplified version of the concept of "The experience-use history" described by Schreyer et al. (1984) .
DATA ANALYSIS METHOD
In this study, descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze data. Descriptive statistics based on the questionnaire items was used to describe variables, Chi-square test was used to compare the differences in sense of place between frequent visitors and first-time visitors, and independent t-test was used to determine differences between sense of place and time-related variables. Kruskal-Wallis test was used to compare the average duration for places out of Javaherdeh with sense of place. The results were obtained at p<0.5 significance level.
THE QUESTIONNAIRE DATA
Qualitative approach was used in data analysis. 86 special places were named in 674 responses. These places were classified by name or type of place. Certain places named by respondents ranged from the most special places to most public and greater places. After investigating, 14 separate codes shown in Table 1 were obtained. 
RESULTS
A total of 649 questionnaires were used in Javaherdeh during data collection. Among them, 493 visitors completed questionnaires with a response rate of 76 percent. No significant difference was observed in comparison of responding and non-responding people in terms of education level, duration of stay, and accommodation. There was one exception that visitors did not tend to return the questionnaires. Also there were differences in ages of visitors (Visitors aged between 35-55 were less willing to return questionnaires) and the number of group members (Visitors in groups of two intended to return questionnaires more, while groups of more than five people were less willing to return questionnaires). Moreover, visitors who were visiting Javaherdeh for first time were more willing to return questionnaires compared to those who visited there between 2 and 9 times. Due to this potential source of minor bias, a few points should be considered when analyzing the results. The average age of respondents was equal to 47 years old (median = 48) aged 18 to 86. Most of the visitors (66 percent) traveled with their family, and one-third (38%) of visitors were visiting Javaherdeh for the first time while 32% of them visited the park two to four times. Travel characterizations are presented in Table 2 . Half of visitors spent one day or less in Javaherdeh. Number of visits One visit 38% 2-4 visits 32% 5-9 visits 14% 10 or more visits 16%
Number of days spent in Javaherdeh 1 day of less 50% 2-4 days 31% 5-7 days 10% 8 days or more 9% The results obtained from the questionnaires were presented and examined in the following sections. First, characteristics of visitors amongst people who had a special place in Javaherdeh and those who had not a special place were evaluated with emphasis on socializing duration. Then, differences in sense of place were assessed based on socializing duration. Afterward, senses of place and socializing durations were examined for the special places out of Javaherdeh.
COMPARING PEOPLE WITH AND WITHOUT SPECIAL PLACE BASED ON VISIT CHARACTERISTICS
48% of visitors stated that some special places in Javaherdeh are important and special for them. The results shown in Table 3 indicate that no significant statistical difference was observed between people who has a special place in Javaherdeh and those who had not a special place in terms of visit characteristics including visit frequency, maintaining this connection, and duration of stay. Those who reported a special place, had longer-term and more significant duration of stay (4/3 days against 2/2 days, and t-test result was equal to 3.134), they had more frequent visits (6/9 visits against 0/2, and t-test result was equal to 6.352), and had a longer-term connection with the park (1/16 years against 7/9, and t-test result was equal to 4.317). 
COMPARING PLACE MEANINGS BETWEEN FIRST-TIME AND SEVERAL-TIMES VISITORS
The results obtained from Chi-square test shown in Table 4 represent significant statistical differences between familiarity durations of visitors and senses of place. Those who visited Javaherdeh several times, reported the following senses of place as an important factor more than the first time visitors: Outdoor recreational activities, quiet place, social dependencies, special moments, and performed ceremony or elapsed times. There was no difference between physical environment senses of place and visitors' emotional bond to the place. 
COMPARING THE AVERAGE DURATION OF FAMILIARITY AND PLACE MEANINGS
The results obtained from Kruskal-Wallis test for the duration of familiarity and sense of place are presented in Table 5 . The results indicate that physical environment was reported by people with a shorter term familiarity, and outdoor recreational activity, social relationships, home, and ceremony were reported by people with a longer term familiarity. 
DISCUSSION
The results obtained from comparing people with and without special places based on visit characteristics indicated a significant statistical correlation between first-time and several-times visitors in reporting special places. The observed statistical correlation shows that by increasing number of visitors, special place report is increased. These findings were consistence results obtained from the previous studies indicating the correlation between longer-term familiarity and more intense place attachment scale (Kaltenborn, 1998; Moore and Graefe, 1994; Taylor et al., 1985; Vokinn & Riese, 2001) . Although this study did not measured intensity of place attachment, but the result that people with more frequent visits (Frequency) and longer-term familiarity with Javaherdeh (stability) have reported special places, confirms that longer-term familiarity with a place leads to more intense place attachment (Moore and Graefe, 1994; Relf, 1976; Tuan, 1977) . The results obtained from comparing senses of place between first-time and several-times visitors indicate a significant statistical difference. So that visitors who have visited Javaherdeh several times reported senses of place including outdoor recreational activities, quiet place, social dependencies, special moments, and performed ceremony or elapsed times as an important factor more than first-time visitors. These findings confirm only part of the previous studies. Theoretical evidence (Cantrill & Senecah, 2000; Kitayama & Markus, 1994) and experimental evidence (Gerson et al., 1997; Hummon, 1992; Lalli, 1992; Taylor et al., 1985) showed that longer-term familiarity with a place converts physical attachment to the place into social attachment. The results obtained from comparing average familiarity duration with senses of place indicate that physical environment was reported by people with a shorter term familiarity, and outdoor recreational activity, social relationships, home, and ceremony were reported by people with a longer term familiarity. These results confirm the previous findings (Cantrill & Senecah, 2000; Gerson et al., 1997; Hummon, 1992; Lalli, 1992; Taylor et al., 1985) . In this study, the physical environment was described with short-term familiarity with other places, while social relationships, home, and ceremony/elapsed times were described with longer-term familiarity. However, senses related to emotions are not relevant to familiarity duration and outdoor recreational activities is associated with a longer-term familiarity.
CONCLUSIONS
The present study confirmed the importance of time in bond of individuals to places. The results obtained from questionnaires confirmed previous findings and assumptions indicating the importance of familiarity duration in creating place attachment. Individuals with more frequent visits and longer-term familiarity with Javaherdeh reported that Javaherdeh is a special place more that those with a shorter-term familiarity. The same results were obtained in interviews. Findings also show that familiarity duration affects sense of place. These results reflect consistency and incompatibility of the research questions. In consistence with the previous findings on familiarity duration and sense of special places (Cantrill & Senecah, 2000; Kitayama & Markus, 1994) individuals with longer-term familiarity almost reported social and emotional bond, i.e. special moments and quite place, to special places. However, both severaltimes visitors and local people reported that outdoor recreational activities are also important and represent the importance of Javaherdeh for recreation as a unique factor in making some places special. Finally, most of visitors also reported the physical importance of Javaherdeh. Therefore, type of a place like Javaherdeh -a place for travel, with beautiful landscapes, and several recreational opportunities-can somehow describe these findings and indicate that type of the desired place should be considered. It should be noted that context of the special place is very important in evaluating its senses (Bricker & Kerstetter, 2002) . In this paper, three perspectives on places and place attachment were examined: 1) Perspective of Schroeder (1991) : "Meaning against preference" 2) Long-term social bonds against immediate attraction of the physical environment, by Kitayama & Markus (1994) , and 3) Place identity against place dependence (Moore and Graefe, 1994; Williams et al., 1992) . These perspectives are linked together and actually explain a single phenomenon. These frameworks, based on their inter-rate concepts, show that every bond between human and place has its own specific location on the ever-changing time scale that has an effective and important context. Time is a necessary but not sufficient factor in place attachment. These findings refer to better approaches to distinguish between place dependence and place identity and maybe the need to identify other place aspects such as bond formation (Hammitt et al., 2006) . Although time and experiences obtained in a place are important factors in formation of any type of bond to place, but this question may arise that whether place attachment is formed first and then is completed or even influenced by place identity, or place attachment is converted into place identity? The present study showed that perhaps place attachment and place identity are formed together and their power is changed, reduced, and becomes nonsignificant during the individual bond to the place. Are there other aspects that should be considered in human-place models? Perhaps, it is better to display place attachment using a spectrum of place attachment containing no attachment at one end and place identity at the other end and place attachment somewhere between the two ends. Some studies aimed to evaluate the idea of spectrum and examine the power of place attachment (or sense of place) from lack of information about the place (without attachment) to obligation to it or even sacrificing for the place (Kaltenborn, 1998; Shamai, 1991) . This classification is more useful when it is combined with scales of components of place dependence and place identity so that the possible conceptualization of these components and their correlations be more examined (Hay, 1998a, b) . Finally, longitudinal studies can better evaluate this time tide in human-place bond by combining qualitative methods (e.g. interviews, etc.) with these quantitative scales.
Finally, the present study added another layer to the thick string of understanding how places become important to individuals. Several ways of conceptualizing human-place bond are the evidence of the complexities of this fabric (Cantrill, 1998; Giuliani & Feldman, 1993; Hay, 1998a; Low & Altman, 1992; Stokols & Shumaker, 1981; Tuan, 1997; Twigger-ross & Uzzell, 1996) . However, we should not aim to separate place and people (Williams & Stewart, 1998) . It seems that by increasing our understanding, the importance of this view that people and places become more close together over time is also increases.
